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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF TEACHING READING
BY ABILITY GROUPING
AT COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
WENATCHEE, WASHINGTON
1995-1998
by
Roy K. Draggoo
July 1999
The purpose of this project was to undertake an analysis of teaching reading by
ability grouping at Columbia Elementary School, Wenatchee, Washington, 1995 - 1998.
To accomplish this purpose, a review of related research and literature was conducted and
data obtained from a survey of participating faculty was analyzed. The effectiveness of
the Schoolwide Planning Committee that implemented the schoolwide project was also
reviewed.
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CHAPTER ONE
BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT

Introduction

Reading is the sharing of meaning. It is interaction between the giver and the
receiver. Reading is the creation and recreation of meaning: and it takes place
through the nonverbal as well as verbal modes of language through listening and
speaking, reading and writing, moving and watching, shaping and viewing.
Reading is not merely a curriculum subject able to be confined to any one period,
for reading is part of any exchange of meaning through text (Mooney, 1990).

Mooney has had a significant impact in the decade of the 1990s \\ith her holistic
approach to reading instruction. The teaching of reading in an isolated context has been
the norm for generations but is being replaced with a more comprehensive understanding
of how reading skills are best introduced and mastered. One of those approaches has
been referred to as a balanced literacy program. According to Jeanine Batzle (1994), a
balanced literacy program is a "framework for literacy learning" which includes the
following components: Reading Aloud (reading to children), Shared Reading (reading
with children), Guided Reading (reading by children), Independent Reading (reading by
children), Responses, Shared Writing, Modeled Writing, Language Experience, and
Children's Writing. Chase (1998) however, stated, "the most important consideration is
finding what works."
Finding what works to improve student learning was perhaps best stated by
Buchanan (1998). "None ofus has the truth. We can only hope to move toward better
understandings by putting our most cherished beliefs on the line and allowing them to
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stand or fall in the crncible of our own classrooms." What worked was the central issue
of teaching reading by practicing between-class ability grouping at Columbia Elementary
School.

Purpose of the Project
The purpose of the project was to undertake an analysis of teaching reading by
ability grouping at Columbia Elementary School in Wenatchee, Washington, 1995 1998. To accomplish this purpose, a review of related research and literature was
conducted and data obtained from a survey of participating faculty was analyzed. The
effectiveness of the Schoolwide Planning Committee that implemented the schoolwide
project was also reviewed. The reading format used was between-class ability grouping
utilizing a flexible grouping practice known as the Joplin Plan (Slavin, 1986). Betweenclass ability grouping is defined as the practice of grouping students for reading
instrnction across age lines and between classrooms.

Development of Support for the Reading Program
Columbia Elementary School established a Title I Schoolwide Program Planning
Team in November, 1995. The Title I Schoolwide Program option is designed to help
facilitate systemic changes in the entire educational program of high-poverty schools
(LeCuyer, 1996). The purpose of this systemic change process is to increase the
academic achievement of educational disadvantaged students by providing services. In
general, Schoolwide Program schools can serve all students and combine Title I funds
with other resources to improve the overall school learning enviromnent. In a
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Schoolwide Program the school becomes accountable for student achievement results
instead of the program being only accountable for compliance with Title I regulations.
Also, schools are required to do extensive and systematic planning before they become
Schoolwide Programs and they are expected to implement high-quality programs and
conduct evaluation processes to provide evidence that students are meeting high
standards of academic achievement. The Columbia planning team consisted of parents,
teachers, a paraprofessional, a reading coordinator, the Principal, and an outside
consultant. The Schoolwide Project (SWP) Team gathered information about student
achievement. They were especially concerned with the fact that students at Columbia
had lower scores than the District average on the 1995 Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS) in reading, math, language, and total battery. Columbia student scores, in
these same areas, had dropped by at least 50% between 1991 and 1995.
After reviewing and discussing the information above, the Planning Team
developed a number of ideas, or hypotheses, about the results and what types of efforts
might yield result in positive student outcomes and be appropriate for a School wide
Program. Twenty-five ideas were submitted to the entire staff during grade level
meetings. These ideas were then rated by staff to determine the higher priority areas.
These ideas were:
1. Uninterrupted teaching time.
2. A consistent homework policy.
3. Parent conferences for the first two grading periods.
4. Skill grouping within wings (grade spans).
5. Additional time for planning and networking.
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6. Improved assessment and reporting practices.
7. Clarify student expectations at each grade level.
The staff was given an opportunity to discuss their preferences. Skill grouping within
grades was ranked as one of the top priorities for program implementation to help
-

- ---

- -

improve student achievement.
The implementation and management of the program and subsequent student
success was analyzed. Qualitative ethnographic research was used as the vehicle for
analysis. The problem was then stated in the form of a question; was the program of
grouping by ability for reading instruction successful in terms of implementation,
management, and student assessment?

Limitations of the Project
For purposes of this project, it was necessary to establish the following limitations:
1. Reading Instruction: The project was limited to the teaching of reading by
between-class ability grouping.
2. Research: The preponderance of literature reviewed was limited to research
conducted within the last ten (10) years.
3. Population: The project was limited to the staff and students at
Columbia Elementary, K-5 School in Wenatchee, Washington from 1995 1998.
4. Survey Instrument: A survey instrument was generated to gather
staff and administrator opinion. (See Appendix).
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5. Survey Results: The outcome of the survey was limited by a staff turnover rate

of fifty-four percent (54%) from the beginning of school year 1996 to the end
of school year 1998. The student turnover rate was approximately thirty-five
percent (35%) per year for the three years of the project (Young, 1999).
6. Grouping was limited to kindergmien/first grade classes, second/third grade
classes, and fourth/fifth grade classes during the school year 1996 - 1997.
During the school years 1997 and 1998 the kindergarten classrooms did not
participate.

Definition of Terms
1. Ability grouping: Grouping students for instruction by ability or achievement
to create homogenous instructional groups (Morgan, 1989).
2. Balanced Literacy Approach: Reading Aloud (reading to children), Shared
Reading (reading with children), Guided Reading (reading by children),
Independent Reading (reading by children), Responses, Shared Writing,
Modeled Writing, Language Experience, and Children's Writing (Batzle,
1994).
3. Joplin Plan: The format of grouping students between classes of like ability
that allows for placement flexibility, limited to one or two subjects, and when
instructors vary the level and pace of instruction. This plan was originally
instituted in Joplin, Missouri (Slavin, 1986).
4. Title I Schoolwide Project (SWP): A program designed to help facilitate
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systemic changes in the entire educational program of high poverty schools.
Title I funds are pooled with other resources to provide educational benefits
for all students (U.S. Department of Education, 1998).

CHAPERTWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
The review of literature and research summarized in Chapter Two has been
organized to address:
1. School Issues Related to the Project.
2. Teaching Reading: A Summary oflnstructional Practices.
3. Ability Grouping: Background Information
4.

Summary

Data current within the past ten (I 0) years was identified through an Educational
Resources Information Centers (ERIC) computer search. A hand search of various other
sources was also conducted.

School Issues Related to the Project
The Schoolwide Project Committee was established in November of 1995 to
investigate whether Columbia Elementary School should establish a schoolwide program
to be implemented in the school year 1996-1997. The 1994 reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) gave schools serving low-income
students greater flexibility to systematically assess the whole school's educational needs
and design schoolwide solutions. Schools enrolling 60 percent oflow-income students in
the first year of the law's implementation and 50 percent thereafter were allowed to
combine federal, state, and local funding in new ways. The reauthorization legislation,
7

Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) was founded on a strong base ofresearch
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on high-poverty communities that showed all children could master challenging academic
content and complex problem-solving skills, given the benefit of highly qualified
professional teachers and the time to meet the challenge. However, research also
demonstrated that the goal of academic success for all students required special support
that came when resources, practices, and procedures were coordinated across an entire
school (U.S. Department of Education, 1998).
Columbia Elementary School also needed to meet eligibility requirements. The
U.S. Depaiiment of Education listed several requirements that needed to be met.
Eligibility for the Title I Schoolwide Option is determined by the poverty level of the
population that a school served. A school's poverty level was determined by local
education agencies (LEAs) according to one or more indicators including the number of
children who were:
1. Poor and between the ages of five and seventeen, as counted in the most

recent census data.
2. Eligible for free or reduced price meals under the National School Lunch Act.
3. Living in families receiving assistance under Temporary Assistance to Needy
families.
4. Eligible to receive medical assistance under the Medicaid program.
Columbia Elementary School, under these guidelines, met the eligibility requirements
and proceeded into the plaiming stage. Although ESEA required no special format for a
schoolwide plan, it did lay out eight improvement components that must be present in all
plans. The components were:
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1. A comprehensive needs assessment of the entire school that was based on

information on the performance of children in relation to state content and
student performance standards.
- - -- - 2. School wide reform approaches that
•

Provided opportunities for all children to meet the state's proficient and
advanced levels of student performance

•

Were based on effective means of improving children's achievement

•

Used effective instructional strategies that:
✓

Increased the amount and quality of learning time, such as extended
school year, before- and after-school and summer school programs

✓

Helped provide an enriched and accelerated curriculum

✓

Met the educational needs of historically underserved populations,
including girls and women

✓

Were consistent with, and were designed to implement, the state and
local improvement plans, if any, approved under Title III of Goals

2000
✓

Addressed the needs of all children in the school, but particularly the
needs of children of target populations of any program that was
included in the school wide program, and addressed how the school
would determine whether these needs were met. These programs may
have included counseling and mentoring services; college and career
preparation, such as college and career guidance; services to prepare

students for school-to-work transition; and the incorporation of
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gender-equitable methods and practices.
3. Provided instruction by highly qualified professional staff.
4. Offered professional development for teachers and aides, and where
appropriate, pupil services personnel, parents, principals, and other staff to
enable children in the schoolwide program to meet the state's student
performance standards.
5. Included strategies to increase parent involvement, such as family literacy
services.
6. Reflected strategies for assisting preschool children in the transition from
early childhood programs, such as Head Start and Even Start, to local
elementary school programs.
7. Included teachers in the decisions regarding the use of assessments.
8. Ensured that students who experienced difficulty mastering any of the state's
standards received timely and effective additional educational support that
included:
•

measures that ensured that students' difficulties were identified on a
timely basis and that provided sufficient information on which to base
effective assistance;

•

training for teachers in how to diagnose and address students' educational
weaknesses, to the extent the school determined it to be feasible using
Title I Part A funds, and

•

parent-teacher conferences for any student who had not met the standards.

In addition to these eight improvement components, IASA required schoolwide
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plans to:
I. Incorporate the components of a school wide program.
2. Describe how the school would use resources under Title I, Part A and other
- sources, including other federal education funds, to implement those
components.
3. Include a list of state, LEA, and federal programs that would be included in
the schoolwide program.
4. Describe how the school would provide individual assessment results to
parents.
5. Provide results from state and local assessments.
The design of the schoolwide project at Columbia Elementary School followed a
series of staff and committee meetings that focused on student achievement. Several
concerns related to student achievement were included in designing the format for the
schoolwide project. The report stated:
After considerable discussion within the Team and between Team members and
school staff, the Team developed a list of "projects" that were suitable for a
Schoolwide Program and that had a high probability of making a difference in
student achievement at Columbia Elementary (LeCuyer, 1996).
The goals for these projects were:
I. To develop a flexible skills grouping schedule for the teaching of reading in
the building.
2. To periodically review the reading achievement of all students for placement
or reassignment.

3. To adopt a governance format.
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4. To decide Title I staff positions for school years 1996-97 and 1997-98.

5. To establish wing homework policies.
6. To provide staff development opportunities for all certificated and classified
staff.
7. To implement a math component by September 1998.
The Schoolwide Project Team developed a list of characteristics to analyze that
would be useful in their decision-making process. Those characteristics were:
1. Student emollment
2. Student achievement
3. Title I program student exit information
4. Parent and Community Involvement
5. Instructional materials
6. Instructional program
A needs assessment followed and results were analyzed.

Teaching Reading: A Summary oflnstructional Practices
Learning to read is a complex process beginning with a sensory impression and
progressing through perceptual interpretation, sequential orientation, experiential
background knowledge, thinking and learning interpretation, associative aspects,
affective attitudes, and finally construction of meaning through text (Burns et. al., 1992).
The reading process has been described in many theories but, according to R.J. Smith
( 1978), no current theory adequately explains "all the mysteries of reading." Because

theories are based on educated guesses, new information may be discovered that
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proves part or all of a theory invalid.
Cunent instrnctional principles listed by Bums, Roe, and Ross ( 1992) in their
textbook Teaching Reading in Today's Elementary Schools, are useful in guiding
teachers in planning reading instrnction, They included:
1. Reading is a complex act with many factors that must be considered.
2. Reading involves the interpretation of the meaning of printed symbols.
3. Reading involves constrncting the meaning of a written passage.
4. There is no one correct way to teach reading.
5. Learning to read is a continuing process.
6. Students should be taught word recognition strategies that will allow them to
unlock the pronunciations and meanings of unfamiliar words independently.
7. The teacher should assess each student's reading ability and use the
assessment as a basis for planning instruction.
8. Reading and the other language arts are closely interrelated.
9. Using complete literature selections in the reading program is important.
10. Reading is an integral part of all content area instrnction within the
educational program.
11. The student needs to see that reading can be an enjoyable pursuit.
12. The stage of the child's literacy development should be considered for all
instrnctional activities throughout the grades.
13. Reading should be taught in a way that allows each child to experience
success.

14. Encouragement of self-direction and self-monitoring of reading is

14

important.
Burns et.al. stated, "no matter what teaching approaches are used in a school or what
patterns of organization predominate, these principles of teaching reading should apply.
- -- -Each teacher should consider carefully his or her adherence or lack of adherence to such
principles."
Additional information on instructional practices for reading included what was
considered to be developmentally appropriate. Pelander (1997), a third grade teacher,
observed that just as children are on a continuum in the development of their learning
"so, too, there is a continuum in teacher's learning, accepting and implementing
developmentally appropriate practice." During his teaching Pelander adjusted his
techniques to include more application in reading and student development of reading
strategies for word decoding. First Steps, a framework for teaching language arts, was
developed for the Education Department of Western Australia in 1994 (Heinemann,
1994). This framework is based on observable behaviors exhibited by children that
directly relate to where they are developmentally. A developmental continuum was
devised with indicators for each of reading, writing, spelling, and oral language that
placed children into phases of where they were developmentally. The indicators were
extracted from research into the development of literacy in English speaking children.
Individual children may exhibit a range of indicators from various phases at any one
time. 'Key' indicators are used to place children within a specific phase, so that links can
be made to appropriate learning experiences. Key indicators describe behaviors that are
typical of a phase. Developmental records show that children seldom progress in a neat

14. Encouragement of self-direction and self-monitoring of reading is
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important.
Burns et.al. stated, "no matter what teaching approaches are used in a school or what
patterns of organization predominate, these principles of teaching reading should apply.
Each teacher should consider carefully his or her adherence or lack of adherence to such
principles."
Additional information on instructional practices for reading included what was
considered to be developmentally appropriate. Pelander ( 1997), a third grade teacher,
observed that just as children are on a continuum in the development of their learning
"so, too, there is a continuum in teacher's learning, accepting and implementing
developmentally appropriate practice." During his teaching Pelander adjusted his
techniques to include more application in reading and student development of reading
strategies for word decoding. First Steps, a framework for teaching language arts, was
developed for the Education Department of Western Australia in 1994 (Heinemann,
1994). This framework is based on observable behaviors exhibited by children that
directly relate to where they are developmentally. A developmental continuum was
devised with indicators for each of reading, writing, spelling, and oral language that
placed children into phases of where they were developmentally. The indicators were
extracted from research into the development of literacy in English speaking children.
Individual children may exhibit a range of indicators from various phases at any one
time. 'Key' indicators are used to place children within a specific phase, so that links can
be made to appropriate learning experiences. Key indicators describe behaviors that are
typical of a phase. Developmental records show that children seldom progress in a neat

and well-sequenced manner; instead they may remain in one phase for some length
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of time and move rapidly through other phases. Each child is a unique individual with
different life experiences so that no two developmental pathways are the same. The First
Steps indicators are based on the following theoretical assumptions:
1. Language learning takes place through interactions in meaningful events, rather than
through isolated language activities
2. Language learning is seen as holistic; that is, each mode of language supports and
enhances overall language development
3. Language develops in relation to the context in which it is used; that is, it develops
according to the situation, the topic under discussion, and the relationship between the
participants
4. Language develops through the active engagement of the learners
5. Language develops through interaction and the joint construction of meaning in a
range of contexts
6. Language learning can be enhanced by learners monitoring their own progress
7. The way in which children begin to make sense of the world is constructed through
the language they use and reflects cultural understandings and values
Other instructional methods commonly in use included peer and cross-age tutoring, inclass instruction by specialists, pullout models, in-and-between-class ability grouping and
cooperative learning groups (Jenkins et.al., 1994, Nelson, 1994).
Further research by Bromley (1992) and Ediger (1997) listed the components of a
well-designed classroom for reading as follows:
1. Areas in the classroom should be set up to accommodate large and small

groups as well as one-on-one instruction with places for independent
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work.
2. Leaming stations should be supplied with concrete objects, audio-visual aides,
and printed materials.
3 .. Each station should be explained by the teacher and have tasks at different
levels to accommodate fast, average, and slow learners.
4. Students can be grouped by ability, interest, peer tutoring, project, or skills.
5. The well prepared reading teacher should develop a unit in teaching reading
including a statement of reading philosophy instruction, a statement of clear
student objectives, and a statement of evaluation techniques used.

Ability Grouping: Background Information
Grouping students has been a common practice for decades in American schools.
As far back as 1867, W.J. Harris, in St. Louis, devised a plan for promoting exceptionally
bright students using homogenous grouping. This practice was promoted as well in
Elizabeth, New Jersey in 1886, Cambridge, Massachusetts in 1891, and Santa Barbara,
California in 1898 (Passow, 1962). During its peak in the 1920s more than two-thirds of
all elementary schools reported the use of ability grouping (Thelen, 1967). The cyclical
nature of educational practice was evident as ability grouping lost favor during the 1930s
and 1940s but rebounded in the 1950s.
During the 1980s ability grouping once again came under careful scrutiny. By
then, grouping practices had included within-class grouping as well as between-class
grouping, the Joplin Plan, and children assigned to whole classrooms based on

achievement of ability. Despite the overwhelming use of ability grouping in
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elementary classrooms, the research on its effectiveness was limited (Slavin, 1987).
According to Slavin:
The lack of studies of grouping in reading is surprising. It may be that (ability
grouping for reading instruction) is so widespread in elementary schools that
formation of ungrouped control groups is difficult to arrange, even on an
experimental basis (1987, p. 317).
The practice of ability grouping, in some form, continues in most schools to this day.
Ability grouping as with most educationalese has many different names.
Tracking (Wiles, 1998) was used initially as a means to separate students with differing
abilities by class. As far as the practice of tracking "over 1500 studies have analyzed this
practice since then. Of these studies, the vast majority advise against this practice"
(Wiles, 1998).
Research, however, is also prevalent on the success of ability grouping. The
Joplin Plan, which was the basis for grouping at Columbia Elementary, cross-grade
grouping for reading, and non-graded programs was supported by research (Slavin,
1987). In addition, Bode (1996) maintained, "There is considerable evidence that ability
grouping is effective in producing learning, but not for all students."
Current research indicated that grouping students took many fmms. Robert
Slavin, at Johns Hopkins University, examined more than 100 studies of five abilitygrouping plans commonly used in elementary schools. These plans included grouping
between-class, within-class, regrouping for reading and/or mathematics, the Joplin Plan,
and non-graded individualized instruction. Within-class grouping can be student interest
groups, tutorial groups, research groups and certainly the class as a whole. Slavin (1987)

also stated that "Grouping pupils within a class for one or two subjects, such as
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reading or math, can be highly effective". This plan worked however, as long as three
criteria were present:

I.

Students were placed together according to ability levels in specific skills
being taught.

2.

The groups were flexible enough to allow teachers to reassign students to
different ability groups if their academic performance changed.

3.

Teachers were allowed to vary their pace and level of instruction to
respond to students' needs.

Evidence from several studies indicated that the Joplin Plan was effective for student
reading achievement.
Bill Harp (1989), however, in his article What Do We Know Now About Ability
Grouping? examined Slavin's research and stated," ... both patterns two and three
(regrouping for reading and mathematics and the Joplin Plan respectively) share one
potentially serious limitation. When a teacher has a group of children only for reading
instruction it is very difficult to integrate instruction across curriculum areas or to do
thematic teaching."
In addition, Brown and Goren (1993) stated, "Current ability grouping and
tracking are critical barriers to creating high expectations for all students and they
perpetuate low levels of performance for average and below average students and tend to
maintain the low expectations often held for minority groups." Brown and Goren (1993)
asserted that existing grouping practices tended to sort children out of learning

opportunities. When parents perceive that their children are not being granted
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equal education opportunity, additional problems arise. A 1990 National Governors'
Association report, Educating America: State Strategies for Achieving the National
Education Goals, addressed the baniers to achieving the goals and higher standards for
-- all children. In that report,-the Governors' Task Force on Education stressed that
American education must move beyond special programs targeting individual problems
to tackle the larger structural issues that limit student learning. However, many parents
and community members consider proposals to change cunent grouping practices a threat
to programs such as gifted and talented, Chapter 1, special education, honors classes,
resource rooms, and alternative schools. These programs were created to provide special
services to children whose needs were not being met in regular classrooms. Changing
these programs and returning these children to the regular classroom is perceived as
having a detrimental effect (Governors' Task Force on Education, 1990).
Research conducted by Burnett (I 995) indicated that there were still many
unanswered questions about using ability grouping or tracking. Critics have suggested
that ability grouping limits the instructional experience of lower track students. Growing
criticism of this practice has led many schools to eliminate ability grouping altogether.
Despite the move away from ability grouping by most districts, there are schools
using programs that promote ability grouping as one of the reasons for student
achievement. Johns Hopkins University, with the help of Robert Slavin (1988)
developed a program called Success for all. It is now ten years old and operates in 460
schools in 100 districts in 31 states. It divides students into reading ability groups to the
effect that each student has a "reading" teacher and a homeroom teacher for all other

subjects. The Success for All literature states, "During reading periods, students are
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regrouped across age lines for 90 minutes so that each reading class contains students
reading at one level" (Johns Hopkins University Research Division). Every six to eight
weeks students are assessed for progress and appropriate adaptations are made for
movement to other groups, special tutoring or increased family supp011.
According to Berghoff and Egawa (1991 ), however, such efforts may not be in
the best interest of the children. Berghoff and Egawa stated, " ... a growing body of
research indicates that ability grouping does not increase student achievement and may,
in fact, have detrimental effects on the self-concept and potential achievement of students
in lower groups" (p. 95). Wuthrich (1990) cited several major differences in the way
students were treated depending on which group they were assigned. The reading
atmosphere in the higher ability groups tended to be warmer, less intimidating,
employing milder forms of discipline, and used softer criticism with more respect. The
higher ability groups also met in the earlier part of the day when students were more
alert. The lower ability reading groups, however, experienced a different atmosphere.
They met for less time, used slower oral reading activities instead of silent reading,
covered less material, and engaged in providing less time for student self-correction. In
addition teachers corrected the slower readers three to five times more frequently and
also delivered their corrections more harshly.
As all educators have discovered, each teacher has a personal teaching style that
may or may not be compatible with the teacher across the hall. As such, teachers utilize
whatever means available at their disposal to teach according to their own style.
Research by Wuthrich (1990) demonstrated that a great number of teachers tended to
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have a bias toward ce1iain groups of students. It was these biases that affected the
learning outcomes of many students. If ability grouping was negatively affected by bias
then this practice was harmful. If, on the other hand, the negative effects could be
minimized, then ability-grouping proponents were able to present a stronger case.

Summary
The research and literature summarized in Chapter Two supported the following
themes:
I. Schoolwide projects can be implemented in schools meeting Federal and State
guidelines thereby allowing monetary resources to be used for instructional
support of all students. Columbia Elementary School adopted and
implemented a schoolwide project with emphasis on improving student
reading scores.
2.

Learning to read is a complex process requiring the knowledge and
understanding of a sequence of elements culminating in comprehension.
Successful reading programs recognize that there is no 'one right way' to
teach all students and that students learn to read using a wide variety of
strategies.

3. Ability grouping has been used for decades as an acceptable practice for
instruction in many curriculum areas. Ability grouping for reading is used in
different configurations and has both advocates and critics.

CHAPTER THREE
PROCEDURES OF THE PROJECT

Purpose of the Project
The purpose of the project was to undertake an analysis of teaching reading by
ability grouping at Columbia Elementary School in Wenatchee, Washington,1995 1998. To accomplish this purpose a review of related research and literature was
conducted and data obtained from a survey of participating faculty was analyzed. The
effectiveness of the Schoolwide Planning Committee that implemented the schoolwide
project was also reviewed.
Chapter Three contains background information describing:
1. Need for the Project
2. Procedures Undertaken for Project Analysis.
3. Treatment of Data.

Need for the Project
The need for this project was influenced by the following considerations:
1. The writer, Roy K. Draggoo, was hired as the Schoolwide Project
Coordinator at Columbia Elementary School for the school year 1996 97. In mid-November of 1996 the writer was assigned a K-1 classroom.
2. Columbia Elementary School in Wenatchee, Washington embarked on a
multi-year program in 1995 to teach reading by between-class ability
groupmg. After a year of study the plan was implemented October 1,
23
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1996. No changes were scheduled for the 1998 - 1999 school year. A
review of the program was necessary to determine if changes in the
cnrrent design were justified.
3.

Dnring the conrse of the Schoolwide Project reading program, a necessary
component was to regularly assess the effectiveness of the program and
provide feedback for course modifications.

4. Following several discussions with Columbia Elementary School staff it
became apparent that a comprehensive survey of the Schoolwide Project
reading program was timely and appropriate.
5. The following people encouraged and assisted the writer in designing an
appropriate survey instrument for data gathering:
❖

Wenatchee School District Central Office Employees:
Ms. Joy Reese - Special Programs/Title I-LAP Coordinator
Ms. Janine Rudine - Director of Special Programs
Ms. Terri Bawden - Enrichment

❖

Columbia Elementary School Employees:
Ms. Alma Chacon - Principal
Mr. Doug Lewis - Fourth grade teacher

❖

Orchard Middle School Employee:

Mr. Dave Bawden - Seventh grade Core
❖

Others:
Mr. Tom Reese - Heritage College Graduate Studies advisor and
fo1mer district superintendent
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6. Undertaking the project coincided with the writer's graduate studies in
education administration at Central Washington University.

Procedures Undertaken for Project Analysis
The procedures UIJ.dertaken for project analysis were divided into three sections.
Each section corresponded with an important element in the process of data collection.
The sections were (1) participants in the project, (2) design of the survey instrument, and
(3) administration of the survey instrument.
For purposes of this project paiticipants were limited to Columbia Elementary
School staff and administration during the 1998-1999 school year, Wenatchee School
District Office personnel, and others knowledgeable about the effectiveness of the
Schoolwide Project.
The survey instrument used in the project was divided into four categories;
implementation, management, assessment, and materials. Each category represented a
specific area that had a strong impact on the Schoolwide Project assessment.
Respondents were asked to choose from five descriptors that applied to the statements in
each category. The descriptors were; (1) strongly agree; (2) somewhat agree; (3) no
opinion; (4) somewhat disagree; (5) strongly disagree. Statements per category ranged in
number from ten to twenty-eight.
Prior to the administration of the survey instrument, the writer was given time at a
staff meeting to explain the survey instrument. Questions were fielded from the staff for
clarification and understanding. The survey instrument was then placed in each
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individual staff mailbox along with a letter of introduction and a stamped return
envelope. Responses were guaranteed to remain confidential.

Treatment of Data
A total of 22 surveys were issued to the staff at Columbia Elementary School. Of
those 22 distributed, 18 were completed for an 81.1 % return. Data was then tabulated
into percentages that correlated with category responses. Handwritten responses, though
not converted into percentages, provided additional insight and were noted in Chapter
Four.

CHAPTER FOUR
DATA AND ANALYSIS

The Survey Instrument
The survey instrument (see Appendix) used to gather data was divided into four
categories. Each category corresponded to an element considered important in the
accurate assessment of teaching reading by between-class ability grouping. These
categories were:
1. Implementation
2. Management
3. Assessment
4. Materials
Each statement in each category was to be answered using a five part Likert-type scale
ranging from 'strongly agree' to 'strongly disagree'. For those who felt they lacked
sufficient information to answer a particular statement, a column registering 'no opinion'
was available.
The data presented in Chapter Four is listed by percentages of total responses by
category. Discrepancies totaling less than 100% are the result of some statements not
being selected. Comments, while not tabulated by percentage, are listed after the results
of each category.
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Table I
I = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion 4 = Somewhat Disagree 5 = Strongly Disagree
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.

IMPLEMENTATION

I

2

I. Sufficient time was allowed for teacher training prior to implementation of student
Grouping.
2. A clear course of action was outlined for procedures
3. Columbia School was in need of this type of reading program at the time it was
Implemented.
4. I-lard evidence proved that between-class ability grouping raised reading scores.
5. The program was modeled after a successful prototype.
6. I had ample opportunity to help develop the school's Mission Statement with
regard to the school-wide project.
7. Staff had adequate time to discuss curriculum and develop common expectations
for the reading block.
8. Program was aligned with District goals.
9. At the end of each school year, staffing was reconfigured to meet the needs of
Columbia students.
I 0. All students were given the Scholastic placement test in the fall.
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Data and Analysis of Columbia Elementary School Staff Survey
with Regard to Program Implementation
The data presented in Table 1 summarizes the information collected on program
implementation. There were ten statements in this category. Responses ranged on
whether sufficient time was allowed for teacher training prior to implementation of
student grouping (0% strongly agree); a clear course of action was outlined for
procedures (0% strongly agree); Columbia School was in need of this type ofreading
program at the time it was implemented (0% somewhat disagree); the program was
modeled after a successful prototype (0% strongly agree); staff had adequate time to
discuss cuniculum and develop common expectations for the reading block (0% strongly
agree); and all students were given the Scholastic placement test in the fall (0% strongly
agree) to whether staff had adequate time to discuss cU1Ticulum and develop common
expectations for the reading block (50% somewhat disagree). Results in this category of
the survey depended on those responding having had adequate time on the staff to have
direct knowledge of program implementation. Staff turnover would result in those staff
members not present during the implementation phase to have an opinion. Figure 2
shows these percentages in graph form indicating the greatest percentage (35%) having
'no opinion' in general on program implementation. The program was initialized in
November 1995 by committee and integrated with the student population in October
1996. Staff not on site until school year 1996-1997 would not have been present during
the initial planning phase. Figure 2 also demonstrates a typical Bell curve; 'strongly
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agree' (5.7%); 'somewhat agree' (22.8%); 'no opinion' (35%); 'somewhat disagree'
(22.2%); and strongly disagree (10%). Unsolicited staff responses included:
"I was not here for implementation. How do I respond?"
"I didn't know that the program was supposed to align with District goals."
"This was based on misinformation. Scholastic was only one of [many]
materials, reading checklists were not part of the plan, and Scholastic
placement (statement 10) was not a placement or assessment piece. You needed
to check the plan".
"What successful prototype did we model our program after?"
"I would like to see the hard evidence that the implementation team looked at".
By their comments many staff members were unaware of the developmental
process that took place prior to student implementation. It was only after receiving the
survey were they made aware of the committee involvement and process.

Data and Analysis of Columbia Elementary School Staff Survey
with Regard to Program Management
The data presented in Table 3 summarizes the results gathered from the
management category of the survey. This category was more comprehensive and
included 28 statements. Statements in the management section were all directly related to
either student involvement or opinions of staff that were formed during the course of the
program. Some surveys were very strongly voiced in the affirmative as to the quality of
the program. Others were equally adamant that the program was of very little value.

Table 3
1 = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion 4 = Somewhat Disagree 5 = Strongly Disagree
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.

MANAGEMENT
I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Accountability was built into the program.
Daily movement of the students, from group to group, was smooth and orderly.
Program was aligned with district goals.
Transition time took away from instruction time.
My opinions concerning the program were valued.
I was aware ofmy homeroom class reading ability al all times.
My students struggled in the reading block environment.
My homeroom class benefited from homogenous grouping.
Homogenous (in-class) grouping is preferable lo homogenous between-class
grouping.
I 0. Heterogeneous in-class grouping is preferable to homogenous in-class grouping.
11. The program suited all students learning styles.
12. I was aware of the eurricularexpectations in my wing.
13. The reading program provided equal opportunity for Spanish and English
speaking students to succeed.
14. The building and district management goals were in alignment.
15. Parents were provided avenues to submit their opinions regarding their child's
progress.
I 6. Instruction was responsive to student needs.
17. At-risk students were identified and received additional services.
18. Staff specialists participated in reading instruction thus lowering group size.
19. Reading checklists were revised periodically
20. Staff was encouraged to attend professional development opportunities relating to
the school-wide project
21. Parents were notified in writing that their child had been selected for supplemental
instruction.
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Table 3. Continued
I = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion -I
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.

= So111ewha1 Disagree

MANAGEMENT
22. Specialists assisted in classrooms as needed and co111111unica1ed with 1cachcrs
regarding test results, progress in pullout groups and other areas of concern.
23. Time was set aside for continued collaborative staff develop111ent
24. The specialist or homeroom teacher kept individual student progress in progress
files/portfolios.
25. Columbia's decision-making process was clearly defined.
26. A committee was established for the on--going manage111cnt and i111ple111entation
of the school-wide plan.
27. A Parent Task Force was formed to explore methods of involving additional
parents as volunteers to work with the SWP.
28. Volunteers were trained to provide additional student assistance in the classroo111.
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Percentages ranged from a low of0% 'strongly agree' (statements 1,7, 10, 14, 19
and 23); 0% 'somewhat disagree' (statement 17); and 0% 'strongly disagree' (statements
4, 9, 13, 19,and21), to ahighof50% 'somewhat agree' (statements 1 and 10). Figure4
presents the results in graph form. The percentage of 'no opinion' dropped from 35%
(Figure 2 Implementation) to 19.9%.
Comments on this section from staff included the following remarks:
"Does any program suit all learning styles".
"The program has changed over time. Are we doing things better"?
"I am especially interested in knowing the results of this category".
"I wish I had more time to really learn about my students' reading capabilities".

Data and Analysis of Columbia Elementary School Staff Survey
with Regard to Assessment
The assessment category of the survey focused on whether or not the program
was accomplishing what it was designed to do. There were 26 statements in this
category. Those who were involved in the instructional aspect of student learning had
first hand knowledge of the value of the instructional methods. Parent involvement in
their child's progress was also included in several of the survey statements. As indicated
in Table 5 no respondents selected 'strongly agree' on statements 2, 13, and 21 -25.
Statement 6 was the only other category that had 0 respondents ('somewhat agree'). The
highest percentage of respondents (55.6%) selected 'somewhat disagree' on statements
1,6, and 9.

Table 5
1 = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion 4 = Somewhat Disagree 5 = Strongly Disagree
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.

ASSESSMENT
I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Student assessment for advancement was accurate and timely.
An accurate assessment was provided to parents regarding their child's placement.
Students were adaptable when transitioning from one level to another.
There was evidence of ongoing assessment for individual students.
Assessments were sufficient to demonstrate levels of student achievement.
Staff was provided adequate time to plan, train, and review student assessment.
All students were reviewed regularly for placement or reassignment.
Ongoing assessment was done for individual students using a variety of
assessment strategies.
9. Individual student assessment was regularly provided to the parents of each child.
I 0. Growth was shown through the use of running records and reading checklists.
11. Parent activities, correspondence, newsletters, progress reports were provided in
Spanish and in English.
12. Scholastic unit tests were given every six weeks where appropriate.
13. Reading program evaluation was accomplished through well-designed staff and
parent surveys.
14. A variety of ideas and materials were provided for low achieving students.
15. Start of the year assessments were sufficient to demonstrate the levels of student
placement.
16. The assessments were sufficient to use as a basis for decision-making about
instructional strategies, frameworks, and staff development.
17. Student assessment for initial group placement was accurate and timely.
18. Type of assessment for student advancement was accurate and well defined.
19. The reading specialist managed student assessment.
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Table 5. Continued
1 = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion -t
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.

=

Somewhat Disagree S = Strongly Disagree

ASSESSMENT
20. Columbia's school-wide project met all State and Federal requirements by their
due date.
21. Avenues were provided for teacher/parent collaboration.
22. Formative assessments were used in planning instruction.
23. Adequate time was provided teaching staff for evaluation and assessment of
school-wide project.
24. Committees were established to assess ongoing program management.
25. Information regarding student scores was made available and was used by staff to
develop the next teaching point.
26. Student difficulties were identified in a timely manner.
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The graph in Figure 6 represents the distribution of responses. As indicated,
responses in the 'no opinion' column registered less than either 'somewhat agree' or
'somewhat disagree'. The indication of increased staff knowledge and involvement may
be evident at this stage .
. Unsolicited staff comments were:
With regard to accurate and timely student advancement, "This year yes.
The previous two years, no".
With regard as to whether students were adaptable when transitioning from one
level to another," I don't know. There was no assessment of this".
Concerning the use of reading checklists, "Reading checklists were not part of the
plan".
Several general references inferred that there were no Spanish materials for
Scholastic testing and that only some teachers were providing information on student
assessment to parents, using running records and checklists and giving Scholastic tests
every six weeks when appropriate.

Data and Analysis of Columbia Elementary School Staff Snrvey
with Regard to Materials
Category 4 reflected knowledge/opinion on instructional materials available for
teacher/student use, ease of access, quality of Spanish/English texts and if a variety of
ideas and materials were provided for low achieving students. The Scholastic materials
alluded to refer to approximately $50,000 of student texts, instructor kits and
assessments, worksheets, phonic kits, binders, sentence strips, etc. The bulk of these

Table 7
1 = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.
.

.j =

Somewhat Disagree 5 = Strongly Disagree

MATERIALS

I. Quality of Scholastic material aided the teacher.
2. Scholastic book series had sufficient (adequate) material in Spanish.
3. Spanish speaking students progressed equally (w/English counterparts) using the
Scholastic material.
4. Spanish materials were adequate at all grade levels.
5. Reading materials were cataloged for case of access.
6. When new reading materials were purchased they were cataloged and made
available for checkout in the resource area.
7. A variety of ideas and materials were provided for low achieving students.
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instructional materials anived in the fall of 1996 with smaller shipments arriving at later
dates. Spanish materials, though promised by Scholastic were neither complete nor
equivalent. This category of the survey listed 7 statements.
As evident in Table 7 the answer least chosen as applicable was 'strongly agree'
on statements 2- 5 (4.8% of total response). The statement receiving the highest
percentage of responses was 'no opinion' on statement 3 (61 %).
The graph shown in Figure 8 reflects the percentage of responses. It shows a
somewhat typical Bell curve ranging from 'strongly agree' (4.8%); 'somewhat agree'
(24.6%)'; 'no opinion' (30.9%); 'somewhat disagree' (21.4%; and 'strongly disagree'
(12.7%).
The following remarks were included in this category:
Regarding Spanish materials, "I never had any training".
Regarding reading materials, "[Reading materials were] cataloged but not
accessed".
Finally, Figure 9 represents a composite graph of all responses from each
category. The Figure shows approximately equal responses for 'somewhat agree'
(26.5%); 'no opinion' (25.9%); and 'somewhat disagree' (22.5%). Those responding to
'strongly agree' or 'strongly disagree' were 8.1 % and 10.8% respectively.
Information presented in Chapter Four represents an accumulation of a fourcategory survey given to the staff at Columbia Elementary School during the spring of
1999.
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Major Findings
Results indicated that there were problems associated with the initial
implementation. In statement I, 44.4% disagree that "sufficient time was allowed for
teacher training prior to implementation of student grouping, while 22.2% agreed.
Whether a "clear course of action was outlined for procedures", 55.6% disagreed but only
22.2% agreed. In determining whether "staff had adequate time to discuss curriculum
and develop common expectations for the reading block", more than half (55.6%)
disagreed while a much smaller percentage agreed (11.1 %). This would lead to the
conclusion that during the initial phase of development, not enough time was directed
toward bringing everyone on board and outlining what was to be done and how it was to
be accomplished. Unfortunately, in the field of education, this is not atypical.
The response to statement 3 showed that there was "a need for this type of reading
program at the time it was implemented" (44.4% agreed, 5.6% disagreed). CTBS scores
alluded to in Chapter One indicated a need for a change in instructional practice to help
increase student scores in reading. The practice of ability grouping for reading was the
major thrust of this change.
Perhaps most telling is the high percentage overall 'no opinion' (35%) responses.
This can be attributed to (a) high staff turnover after implementation took place(54%), (b)
lack of staff awareness at the time to provide a solid foundation to develop a quality
program or (c) a combination of both. Given the high percentage of those who disagreed
either 'somewhat' or 'strongly' with statements I (44.4%), 2 (55.6%) and 7 (55.6%) and
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those whose 'no opinion' response was the highest of any of the four survey categories, it
would seem clear both circumstances played a role in the category results.
The responses to the statements in the management category provided a clear
statistical analysis of the program. The strongest evidence of concern were the responses
- to statenienff4 regarding transition time where 72.2% agreed and 16. 7% disagreed;
statement 6 regarding homeroom class reading ability where 44.4% disagree and 22.3%
agreed; statement 9 regarding homogeneous in-class grouping where 55.6% agree and
16.7% disagreed; statement 10 regarding heterogeneous in-class group where 50% agree
and 16.7% disagree; statement 12 regarding curricular expectations where 33.3% agree
and 44.4% disagree; statement 19 regarding reading checklists where 44.4% agree and
22.2% disagree; statement 23 regard staff development and training where 16.7% agree
and 55.6% disagree; and statement 25 regarding decision making process where 33.3%
agree and 61.1 % disagree.
Of particular interest were the responses concerning in-class grouping. The
foundation of the reading program was the movement of students from the homeroom to
another classroom. Some teachers sent their students to as many as six different
classrooms for reading instruction. Each group consisted of students of the same reading
ability. Despite this practice, 55.6% agreed that homogeneous in-class grouping was
preferable to homogeneous between-class grouping. Only 16.7% disagreed. The survey
took this one step further. Of those responding, 50% agreed that heterogeneous in-class
grouping is preferable to homogeneous in-class grouping. Again, only 16.7% disagreed
with this statement. This appeared to be in opposition to what was being practiced. On
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one hand, teachers were sending (and receiving) their students to other classrooms for
homogeneous ability grouping, but conversely indicated in the survey that this was a
practice they didn't believe in. Staff understanding and acceptance of any instructional
practice is critical for program success. Two other examples of apparent lack of staff
-- C011illllUUCation were evident in statement 12 regarding curricular expectations and
statement 25 regarding decision-making. One of the major concerns of the teachers in
each grade-grouped wing (K-1, 2-3, 4-5) was knowing what students were learning
outside their homerooms. Those who stated that they were aware of the curricular
expectations in their wing totaled 33.4%. Those who did not know totaled 44.4%. Even
more telling was the response to decision-making. Those who felt Columbia had a
clearly defined decision-making process totaled 33.4%. Those who did not totaled
61.1 %. In addition for statement 23 regarding whether time was provided for "continued
collaborative staff development and training" only 16. 7% agreed while over half (55.6%)
disagreed.
Despite the negative aspects of program management several areas showed
promise. More than half (55.6%) felt that their students benefited from homogeneous
grouping and did not struggle in the reading block environment; 50% agreed that
accountability was built into the program; and 61.1 % felt that "at risk students were
identified and received additional services". These positive attributes were due in part to
teacher professionalism on the job and those individuals who always find ways to benefit
students despite the obstacles.
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Assessment of the program and student growth elicited the lowest percentage of
'no opinion' responses (17.7%). It was evident that the staff was closely associated with
the process and could make a better evaluation. Of particular statistical significance were
the implications of time. Staff responses on whether "staff was provided adequate time
to plan, train and review student assessment" showed that 83.3% disagreed. Staff also
showed disagreement (61.1 %) that "adequate time was provided teaching staff for
evaluation and assessment of the School-wide project" (reading). More time was needed
to focus on planning, evaluation, and assessment of the program.
One practice that provided benefit to both staff and students was the use of
running records and reading checklists. Most teachers (66. 7%) found the practice
increased student growth. Reading checklists were not part of the plan during the year
1998-1999. Apparently this practice was insufficient to overcome the results of
whether "student assessment for advancement was accurate and timely". Responses
reflected that while 16.7% agreed, over 60% disagreed.
The responses in the assessment category did show a positive trend. While many
felt that much more needed to be done, it was generally agreed that the program was
moving in the right direction. The CTBS average reading score for fourth grade students
was 26 in 1996/96. It rose to 39 in 1996/97 and fell to 27 in 1997/98. This fall test was
replaced with the Iowa Test of Basic Skills given in the spring of 1998 to third graders.
They scored in the 27 th percentile.
Responses to the materials category yielded two areas of statistical significance.
First, mentioned earlier, Spanish materials did not arrive as promised by Scholastic. This
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forced the bilingual classes to use inadequate texts and workbooks and rely on their own

classroom experience to help their students. Because of this, only 11.1 % agreed that
"Scholastic book series had sufficient (adequate) materials in Spanish". In addition, only
5% agreed that "Spanish materials were adequate at all grade levels. Secondly, while
those without Spanish materials were making do, 61.1% of the staff felt that the "quality
of the Scholastic material aided the teacher". Given the high percentage of those who
disagreed either 'somewhat strongly' or 'strongly' with statements 1 (44.4%), 2 (55.6%)
and 7 (55.6%) and those whose 'no opinion' response was the highest of any of the four
survey categories, it seemed clear that responses in this category depended on whether
the teacher was instructing a monolingual English classroom or a bilingual
English/Spanish classroom.

CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The purpose of this project was to undertake an analysis of teaching reading by ability
grouping at Columbia Elementary School, Wenatchee, Washington, 1995-1998. To
accomplish this purpose, a review of related research and literature was conducted and
data obtained from a survey ofpaiiicipating faculty was analyzed. The scope of the
project focused on reading instruction by practicing between-class ability grouping as
undertaken in grades K-5. Current literature and research was reviewed detailing current
practices and history. The collection of data was accomplished by distributing a survey
to the staff at Columbia Elementai·y School. The writer then analyzed survey results and
the results were reported. The writer sought to answer the question "was the program of
grouping by ability for reading instruction successful in terms of implementation,
management and student assessment"?

Conclusions
Conclusions reached as a result of this project were:
I. Identifying areas where improvement is needed in staff support can make a
difference in program buy-in and building-wide acceptance.
2. The development of a process to enhance the flow of information and make

49

50
quality decisions regarding School wide Project modifications is necessary for
continued improvement in student success.
3. Successfol schoolwide programs depend on implementation and management
of educational strategies to enhance student growth. Staff support of
instructional practices used to teach reading must be synchronous with staff
beliefs about what constitutes best practice.
4. Having materials appropriate for instruction can be instrumental in the success
of a program.

Recommendations
As a result of this project, the following recommendations have been suggested:
1. A clear, well-defined course of action should be outlined with sufficient time
allocated for staff training, the development of common understandings and
beliefs, and collaborative efforts for modifications. Every year efforts should
be made to implement training for new staff members who are not
knowledgeable of the workings of the schoolwide project.
2.

Before major programs are to be implemented, an effective decision-making
process should be in place to guide staff and administration. A working
knowledge of this process should be included in staff training. Open lines of
communication as to what decisions need to be made and how to make them
are critical to student success.

-
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3. Research-based best practices should be thoroughly presented and outlined to
staff for review and discussion before embarking on new directions or major
modifications of an existing program.
4. Instructional materials must be readily available in sufficient quantity and
quality for both English and non-English speaking students.
5. Other schools seeking to develop their own reading programs may wish to use
the data presented in this project or undertake further research on this subject
to meet their unique needs.
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APPENDIX

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION AND
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Dear Colleague,

My name is Roy Draggoo and I am completing my Master of Education degree in
Educational Administration at Central Washington University.
I am asking for your help in providing information needed to complete my Master's
degree project. It is entitled An Analysis of Teaching Reading by Ability Grouping at Columbia
Elementary School. Wenatchee, Washington 1995-1998.
It is my goal to provide an in-depth evaluation of our Schoolwide Project from its initial
inception to current practice. Through this endeavor I hope to provide staff with a tool for
program assessment. Your input is valuable. Whether you were at Columbia during the initial
planning stages, or are completing your first year here, the information you share is important.
Please take the time to complete the survey and return it in the stamped self-addressed envelope
by April 10, 1999. All surveys will be confidential and under no circumstances will individuals
be identified.
Thank you for your time and cooperation.
Sincerely,

Graduate Student:

University Supervisor:

Roy K. Draggoo

Dr. Jack McPherson

Dept. of Teacher Education Programs

Dept. of Teacher Education Programs

Central Washington University

Central Washington University

Ellensburg, WA 98926

Ellensburg, WA 98926

rkd/cd

Category #1 IMPLEMENTATION
Directions: Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate space
I = Strongly Agree 2 = Somewhat Agree 3 = No Opinion .t = Somewhat Disagree S = Strongly Disagree
Results listed in percentage of total survey responses.

IMPLEMENTATION

l

2

3

41 5

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Sufficient time was allowed for teacher training prior to implementation of student grouping.
A clear course of action was outlined for procedures
Columbia School was in need of this type of reading program at the time it was implemented.
Hard evidence proved that between-class ability grouping raised reading scores.
The program was modeled after a successful prototype.
6. I had ample opportunity to help develop the school's Mission Statement with regard to the schoolwide project.
7. Staff had adequate time to discuss curriculum and develop common expectations for the reading
block.
8. Program was aligned with District goals.
9. At the end of each school year, staffing was reconfigured to meet the needs of Columbia students.
10. All students were given the Scholastic placement test in the fall.
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Category #2 MANAGEMENT
Directions: Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate space
1 = Strongly Agree
3= No Opinion
2= Somewhat Agree
4= Somewhat Disagree
S=Strongly Disagree
MANAGEMENT

I

2

3

4

5

I. Accountability was built into the program.
2. Daily movement of the students, from group to group. was smooth and orderly.
3. Program was aligned with district goals.
4. Transition time took away from instruction time.
5. My opinions concerning the program were valued.
6. I was aware ofmy homeroom class reading ability at all times.
7. My students struggled in the reading block environment.
8. My homeroom class benefited from homogenous grouping.
9. Homogenous (in-class) grouping is preferable to homogenous between-class grouping.
IO.Heterogeneous in-class grouping is preferable to homogenous in-class grouping.
11. The program suited all students learning styles.
12. I was aware of the curricular expectations in my wing.
13. The reading program provided equal opportunity for Spanish and English speaking students to
succeed.
u,
00

.
.

MANAGEMENT

I

2

3

4

5

14. The building and district management goals were in alignmenl.
15. Parents were provided avenues to submit their opinions regarding their child's progress.
16. Instruction was responsive to student needs.
I 7. At-risk students were identified and received additional services.
18. Staff specialists participated in reading instruction thus lowering group size.
I 9. Reading checklists were revised periodically.
20. Staff was encouraged to attend professional development opportunities relating to the school-wide
project
21. Parents were notified in writing that their child had been selected for supplemental instruction.
22. Specialists assisted in classrooms as needed and communicated with teachers regarding test results,
progress in pullout groups and other areas of concern.
23. Time was set aside for continued collaborative staff development and training.
24. The specialist or homeroom teacher kept individual student progress in progress files/portfolios.
25. Columbia's decision-making process was clearly defined.
26. A committee was established for the on-going management and implementation of the school-wide
plan.
27. A Parent Task Force was formed to explore methods of involving additional parents as volunteers to
work with the SWP.
28. Volunteers were trained to provide additional student assistance in the classroom.
'-0

Category#3

ASSESSMENT

Directions: Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate space
1 = Strongly Agree
3= No Opinion
2= Somewhat Agree
4= Somewhat Disagree
.

S=Slrongly Disagree

ASSESSMENT

I

2

3 4 5

I. Student assessment for advancement was accurate and timely.
2.

An accurate assessment was provided to parents regarding their child's placement.

3. Students were adaptable when transitioning from one level to another.

4. There was evidence of ongoing assessment for individual students.
5. Assessments were sufficient to demonstrate levels of student achievement.
6. Staff was provided adequate time to plan, train, and review student assessment.

7. All students were reviewed regularly for placement or reassignment.
8. Ongoing assessment was done for individual students using a variety of assessment strategics
9. Individual student assessment was regularly provided to the parents of each child.
I 0. Growth was shown through the use of running records and reading checklists.
11. Parent activities, correspondence, newsletters, progress reports were provided in Spanish and in English.
12. Scholastic unit tests were given every six weeks where appropriate.
13. Reading program evaluation was accomplished through well-designed staff and parent surveys.

°'
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ASSESSMENT

I 2 3 4 5

14. A variety of ideas and materials were provided for low achieving students.
15. Start of the year assessments were sufficient to demonstrate the levels of student placement.
16. The assessments were sufficient to use as a basis for decision-making about instructional strategics,
frameworks, and
staff development.
17. Student assessment for initial group placement was accurate and timely.
18. Type of assessment for student advancement was accurate and well defined.
19. The reading specialist managed student assessment.
20 Columbia's school-wide project met all State and Federal requirements by their due date.
21. Avenues were provided for teacher/parent collaboration.
22. Formative assessments were used in planning instruction.
23. Adequate time was provided teaching staff for evaluation and assessment of school-wide project.
24. Committees were established to assess ongoing program management.
25. Information regarding student scores was made available and was used by staff to develop the next teaching
point.
26. Student difficulties were identified in a timely manner.
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Category #4 MATERIALS
Directions: Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate space
l = Strongly Agree
3= No Opinion
2= Somewhat Agree
4= Somewhat Disagree

S=Strongly Disagree

MATERIALS

1

2

3

4

5

1. Quality of Scholastic material aided the teacher.

2. Scholastic book series had sufficient (adequate) material in Spanish.
3. Spanish speaking students progressed equally (w/English counterparts) using the Scholastic material.

4. Spanish materials were adequate at all grade levels.
5. Reading materials were cataloged for case of access.

6. When new reading materials were purchased they were cataloged and made available for check-out in
the resource area.
7. A variety of ideas and materials were provided for low achieving students.
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